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Abstract  

In recent years, the failure of models based on rules and 
procedures fostered the development of new 
paradigms of Public Management, which are still the 
object of a heated interdisciplinary discussion. A 
growing number of scholars have debated the role of 
performance measurement, transparency, and 
accountability in strengthening the link between public 
administration and citizens. Moreover, the belief that 
more trust and satisfaction could lead to better 
governance has persuaded a growing number of 
Nations to shift from a pure efficiency orientation to a 
more extensive customer-centered one. Anyway, the 
transition to a new management model is not 
problemless at any level of Public Administration and 
the cultural systems of public organizations seem to 
have an important role. The paper aims to define the 
conceptual frame of new paradigms of Public 
Administration, and to underline the difficulties and 
the peculiarities in accomplishing those models both at 
political, and operational level.  
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Introduction 

The clear distinction between the public and private 
sectors and the thick web of rules and procedures 
designed to limit freedom in managing res publica 
constituted the cornerstones of Public Management 
models until the end of the Seventies. In the years that 
followed, the evident failure of this rigid, centralized 
approach led to a dynamic academic debate which 
fostered a general reconsideration of the 
aforementioned system. From this came new 
approaches, which are still the object of a heated 

interdisciplinary discussion that suggest a revision of 
the rules, subjects and roles that underlie the 
management models. 

The Conceptual Frame of Reference: The 
New Paradigms of Public Management 

New Public Management 

The first and perhaps most criticized approach is New 
Public Management (NPM) or, in the German-language 
version Outcome-oriented Public Management (OPM), 
which constituted a fundamental shift of focus from 
procedures to results [1, 2, 3, 4].  

Much has been written and much has been done on 
both a political and operational level to move towards 
this new vision of public management and it took on 
many different forms in individual nations, on both 
sides of the Atlantic. Nevertheless, it seems useful to 
briefly explore the origins of this model, in order to 
better grasp the close relationship between competition, 
performance measurement and public management.  

In the Nineties, Dunleavy and Hood [2] had already 
indicated five directions of this shift: first revision of 
budget instruments for greater transparency and 
reporting ability by attributing the costs to output 
rather than input in the production process and 
measuring the output with quantitative performance 
indicators. Second, the interpretation of public 
organizations as a chain of low-trust principal-agent 
relationships and a network of participants linked by 
common performance objectives. Third, the 
disaggregation of separable functions of the public 
administrations into “quasi-contractual” or 
“quasi-market” forms. Fourth, opening up the role of 
service provider to competition among agencies, public 
agencies, companies and non-profit organizations. Fifth, 
reducing the concentration of the supply of service 
providers with the intention of encouraging the user to 
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change providers if unsatisfied. In this context, the 
definition of explicit standards and measures of 
performance together with greater emphasis on the 
control of the outputs of the services provided have 
contributed to foster transparency as well as 
effectiveness and efficiency targets that characterize 
this new interpretation of public management [1].  

The shift of decision-making focus from adhering to 
pre-established norms to the ability to respond to the 
rules of the free market makes the utilitarian element 
that should motivate the decisions of the 
citizen/customer clearly emerge. An approach which, 
similarly to what occurs in the private sector, tends to 
use the performance maximization and customer 
satisfaction to measure how well the resources invested 
are managed. 

A Copernican revolution of this extent in the Public 
Management models could not help but incur great 
enthusiasm and sharp criticism [2]. Enthusiasm and 
criticism that translated over time and with the 
empirical experience linked to the processes of 
devolution and privatization of public services widely 
adopted both on the national and international levels, 
in new models like Public Value Management (PVM) [5, 
6] and New Governance (NG) [7, 8]. 

What has emerged with greater clarity over time is the 
central role of the “sovereign” consumer in the process 
of providing public services, a role that goes along with 
the emphasis attributed to elements such as efficiency, 
market competition, result transparency, and 
devolution. The interpretation of those who receive 
public service as clients is based on a “liberal definition 
of a citizen” [9], that is to say a vision of citizenship as a 
set of individual rights, rather than reciprocal 
obligations between members of a community or 
nation.  

Therefore, two profoundly different ways of 
interpreting the role of citizens come into conflict: on 
the one hand, the perspective of the collective model 
places the common good before personal interests and 
even calls for citizens to participate actively in its 
creation; on the other, the individual model emphasizes 
the importance of individual rights and attributes 
greater responsibilities to the individuals in exercising 
those rights, in view of a weaker position of the public 
institutions. Two worlds that have led to the 
development of very different Public Management 
models – NPM, PVM and NG – but which nevertheless 
emphasize, though in different ways, the importance of 
knowing the needs of the customers/citizens/users and 

the processes of identification and implementation of 
information-gathering and performance-measuring 
tools, including customer or citizen satisfaction 
surveys.  

As Aberbach and Christensen [9] stated, from a NPM 
perspective, “competition rules have an increased focus 
on individual/user rights. The increased client focus, 
however, can also be viewed as an extension of the 
democratic rights of citizens, and through it citizens can 
be seen as having the opportunity to participate 
directly in defining public policies. In this respect, the 
consumer-oriented components of NPM create 
democratic opportunities for citizens to become more 
effective political actors instead of being passive 
consumers of political programs and interventions. […] 
The consumer perspective is also part of the philosophy 
of clearly defining appropriate public activities and 
rendering them more transparent, thus making the civil 
service more clearly responsible towards citizens.” 
Nevertheless, the assumption that through consumer 
sovereignty public administrations can produce better 
results and thus ensure the fulfillment of the main 
objective of every democratic administration, to serve 
the citizens and guarantee the fulfillment of their 
(individual) objectives, presents several problems from 
both a theoretical and practical standpoint.  

One need only consider how in the private sector, on 
the one hand, companies can manipulate customers, 
pay greater attention to more profitable segments of the 
market and seek to marginalize the less profitable or 
more problematic ones according to purely 
profit-based logic. On the other hand, consumers can 
choose the trade-off between the level of service offered 
and the price of the service itself, enjoying a higher 
level of service due to their individual purchasing 
power. Both situations are difficult to reconcile with a 
democratic and equitable vision of public service 
distribution, and according to the authors, leave the 
main problem of NPM – the intrinsic 
over-simplification of equating a citizen to a 
customer/user – unresolved. 

In order to make easier the comparison between the 
three paradigms of Public Management analyzed in 
this paper, Table 1 offers a synthesis of aforesaid NPM 
approach. In the next pages, the same synthesis will 
also be presented for the other two approaches.  

Public Value Management 

As a result of the criticism of the NPM approach, the 
concept of Public Value (PV) reaffirms the collective 
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model’s underlying assumption according to which the 
public sector cannot be reduced to simple individual 
costs-benefits analyses or models based on the 
rationality of choices or models oriented to the 
consumer [5, 10, 11]. Generally speaking, the creation of 
PV reflects what people think of and feel towards the 
society to which they belong. In this broad sense, the 
definition of PV interfaces with the need to develop 
models and tools to encourage dialogue on shared 
values between the parties, to manage conflicting 
values, to define the role of the public sector in 
transforming social contexts [12].  

Basically, the day to day task of the public manager is 
to seek out ways of expressing the collective aspirations 
of citizens and elected representatives through the 
operations of government organizations. So, public 
managers are different from private ones, as they 
essentially operate in a political marketplace rather 
than in an economic one [5, 11]. 

TABLE 1 NEW PUBLIC MANAGEMENT: THE MAIN POINTS 

Paradigm New Public Management 

Description 
Post-bureaucratic, management based on 

competition 

Main focus Results 

Managerial 
objectives 

Reaching pre-established levels of 
performance 

Definition of 
“public 

interest” 
Grouping of individual preferences 

Performance 
objectives 

Use of inputs and outputs aimed at their 
economic management (efficiency) and the 
ability to understand and meet consumer 

needs (effectiveness) 

Dominant 
accountability 

model 
(transparency) 

Upward accountability based on the 
definition of performance levels to reach; 
external accountability based on market 

mechanisms 

Preferred 
provision 

system 

Private sector or well-defined independent 
public bodies 

Relevance of 
performance 
measurement 

systems 

High. Final objective is competitiveness 
according to market logic. 

Adapted from [6, 13, 14, 15]. 

A central element of the model is the “strategic 
triangle” [10, 16], which illustrates how the 
development of an organizational strategy for the 
public sector must meet three general criteria: aim at 
creating something of substantial value (constitute 

public value), “task environment”; be legitimate and 
politically sustainable, “authorizing environment”; be 
flexible both from an operational and administrative 
standpoint (operational capabilities), “operating 
environment”. 

According to the model presented, public managers, in 
defining and implementing a successful strategy, must 
align these three elements as much as possible which, 
due to their nature, is difficult to accomplish. The 
logical scheme of the strategic triangle lends itself, 
therefore, both to diagnosing possible non-alignment 
between the value produced, the existing positions in 
the authorizing environment and the operational 
capabilities demonstrated by the public management, 
and to a more abstract use by facilitating the process of 
defining the objective value and by identifying the 
areas of intervention to realign the three elements [17].  

Obviously, as in the case of NPM, even the approach 
based on PV was the object of great enthusiasm and 
sharp criticism; with two main schools of criticism 
identified. The first maintains the broadness of the 
concept of PV, considered not well-defined [11], the 
second school of criticism, cites the controversial 
relationship between politics and public value. The 
criticism results mainly from a presumed overlap of 
political and public management roles that, in choosing 
which actions to take to maximize PV, would lead the 
manager to also assume the decision-making power 
conferred by the citizens upon the person who was 
elected democratically.  

However, in the original vision of the strategic triangle, 
this overlap is avoided by the limiting and defining role 
that the authorizing environment assumes. It is the 
authorizing environment, and therefore the role played 
by politics, that defines the public management’s range 
of action, the arena within which the managers are 
called on to further their requests and proposals with 
the intention of creating PV. If this is the case, the 
contribution of tools measuring customer/citizen 
satisfaction seems important and, more in general, 
measuring the value and subjective aspects of the 
processes for the performance assessment of services 
provided (soft indicators) as well as more technical 
aspects.  

The importance of measuring the performance of 
public organizations was recently emphasized by 
various academics [18, 19]. Even Moore [17] uttered the 
central role played by performance measurement in 
effective, value creating strategic management.  
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Performance measurement or the process of defining 
and recognizing the value generated, adapts well to the 
model of the strategic triangle and can be considered a 
lever to act upon in order to efficiently foster the 
strategic management of the public value [17]. The 
commitment to developing and using reliable 
performance indicators, in fact, forces those who 
manage the res publica to use greater concreteness and 
precision in defining the nature of the value they wish 
to generate and more efficiently clarify the processes 
they intend to put into place to this end.  

This inevitably fosters a strategically fairer 
management on the part of the public management, 
with positive effects on the second corner of the triangle, 
PV, as well.  

Finally, from the perspective of the legitimization and 
political sustainability of public action, the 
transparency of the management’s conduct and ability 
to develop systems and indicators that lend 
concreteness and measure to the performances 
generated constitute the basis for obtaining the 
authorizational support necessary from politicians, 
citizens and all those who have an interest in the PV 
creation. 

Table 2 points out the main aspects of the 
aforementioned approach. 

New Governance 

In recent years, a new vision of Public Management has 
been taking root: New Public Governance or, as 
defined by some academics, New Governance (NG) [20, 
21].  

This vision suggests a relational and collaborative 
approach and calls for the Public Management to 
interact with other subjects operating in the community 
for various reasons [22]. Thus, the model’s focus shifts 
from competition (with a specific reference to the NPM 
Model) to negotiation processes, to systems of public 
service distribution and the outcomes achieved, seen as 
the mid-to-long-term results of public action in terms of 
improving the well-being of society. NG refers to 
self-organization, networks, and intraorganizational 
networks and presumes that these networks are 
market-based complementary management structures 
and hierarchies. This kind of network is characterized 
by trust, reciprocal adaptation and offsets the 
weakening of the public management reforms that 
have their roots in competition and in the rules of the 
free market [7]. 

TABLE 2 PUBLIC VALUE MANAGEMENT: THE MAIN POINTS 

Paradigm Public Value Management 

Description Post-competitive 

Main focus Relationships 

Managerial 
objectives 

Numerous objectives including: ability to 
meet the preferences of the citizens/users, 

re-establish the mandate and trust through 
providing quality services, steering 

network 

Definition of 
“public 

interest” 
Expression of collective preferences 

Performance 
objectives 

Pursuit of numerous objectives including: 
service output, user satisfaction (customer, 

according to Moore’s definition), 
outcomes, trust and legitimacy 

Dominant 
accountability 

model 
(transparency) 

Many systems of accountability, including: 
considering citizens to be supervisors of 

government activity, customers to be users 
and contributors to be financers 

Preferred 
provision 

system 

Menu of alternatives selected 
pragmatically 

Relevance of 
performance 
measurement 

systems 

High. Final objective is facilitating the 
realignment of the elements in the strategic 

triangle 

Adapted from [6, 13, 14, 15]. 

Before continuing with the analysis of this model, it is 
advisable to clarify the different meaning that the terms 
government and governance assume in this field. The 
following are two definitions given ten years apart by 
author’s active on opposite sides of the Atlantic Ocean: 
Blomgrem Bingham, Nabatchi and O'Leary [23] in the 
United States, Rhodes [7] in the United Kingdom.  

The first author’s state: “Although both share 
goal-oriented activities, governance and government 
are not synonymous terms. Government occurs when 
those with legally and formally derived authority and 
policing power execute and implement activities; 
governance refers to the creation, execution, and 
implementation of activities backed by the shared goals 
of citizens and organizations, who may or may not 
have formal authority and policy power. As an activity, 
governance seeks to share power in decision making, 
encourage citizen autonomy and independence, and 
provide a process for developing the common good 
through civic engagement.” [23]. The second author 
asserts: “The system of government […] was 
transformed from a system of local government into a 
system of local governance involving complex sets of 
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organizations, drawn from the public and private 
sectors. This use sees governance as a broader term 
than government with services provided by any 
permutation of government and the private and 
voluntary sectors. Interorganizational linkages are a 
defining characteristic of service delivery and I use the 
term network to describe the several interdependent 
actors involved in delivering services. These networks 
are made up of organizations which need to exchange 
resources (for example, money, information, expertise) 
to achieve their objectives, to maximize their influence 
over outcomes, and to avoid becoming dependent on 
other players in the game.” [7]. 

The observation of the empirical evidence highlights 
the close link between governance and the ability to 
manage networks as broad form of social coordination. 
In this situation, knowing how to manage the 
interorganizational links is strategically important not 
only for the public sector, but also for the private sector 
and non-profit organizations. The network as a form of 
government highlights aspects such as reputation, trust, 
reciprocity and mutual interdependence and offers an 
alternative to forms of market and hierarchy 
(bureaucracy), and not as a hybrid of the two, 
transcending the lines between the public, private and 
non-profit sectors [7].  

Nevertheless, NG should be interpreted in different 
terms than those generally applied to organizational 
systems based exclusively on elected democratic 
institutions. Where there is a network model, in fact, 
the political institutions of the parties, legislatures and 
executives are no more than participants in a larger 
game than in the traditional Public Management model. 
The decisions are made in semi-formalized institutions 
in which the decisions of the elected representatives or 
political and executive authorities have limited power. 
The NG system is “a-constitutional” in the sense that it 
is neither the result of political design nor constituted 
by statutory or administrative rules. Rather, it is 
organized according to its own internal rules built on 
the establishment of practices or specific players [24]. 
The result is an institutional scene that is flexible and 
open to change.  

Public managers may behave differently within the 
network and more traditional hierarchical 
organizations. This is because the networks are 
self-organized and the members sitting around the 
table are people participating voluntarily, who 
inevitably bring with them organizational cultures of 
different origins. The decision-making process can thus 

vary from the simple adoption of an agenda regarding 
certain actions, until a decision takes shape that 
synthesizes a learning experience shared by all the 
network’s participants, during which a solution of 
creative action is generated through discussion 
between the parties. Therefore, this also encourages the 
independence of citizens and their direct participation 
in managing the res publica, favored by the possibility 
to develop a common decision-making process through 
civic engagement [25, 26].  

It is important to underline, however, how the 
governance network makes the process of reporting 
public policies less transparent in the formulation, 
planning and executive stages [24]. This consideration 
should stimulate reflection on at least two criticisms 
that emerged in the dynamic academic debate of recent 
years [23]: though conceptually interesting, the shared 
decision on the measures to take implies costs, 
inefficiency and loss of effectiveness, and caution 
should be used in interpreting the contributions given 
by various participants to the decision-making process 
because they might represent a small percentage of the 
whole whose interests it should be representing, and it 
could attempt to shape public action it order to pursue 
its own self-interests. 

Both criticisms push the authors to underline once 
again the need to develop, even alongside participatory 
and inclusive models of res publica management 
(perhaps even more determinedly in this case), 
appropriate systems of performance measurement. 
Carrying out a proper decision-making process, as 
mentioned in the previous pages, requires the 
availability of those called to decide all the necessary 
information to focus on the objectives to reach and a 
more precise definition of the actions necessary to 
pursue them.  

This information must include not only technical and 
administrative data (hard indicators), but also 
perceptual, subjective and value-related information 
(soft indicators). A need amplified by the presence of 
subjects at the decision-making table with requests, 
cultures, experiences and objectives that are not 
necessarily aligned. And this in order to verify not only 
the inputs but also the outputs and outcomes of the 
actions taken. Even in a Public Management context 
regulated by the NG model, the need to elaborate on 
the applicability and effectiveness of performance 
measurement systems takes shape. 

Table 3 shows a summary of the above mentioned 
approach. 
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TABLE 3 NEW GOVERNANCE: THE MAIN POINTS 

Paradigm New Governance 

Description Post-bureaucratic, post-competitive 

Main focus Processes, policies and outcomes 

Managerial 
objectives 

Network management and conducting 
decision-making processes in a 

participatory/collaborative manner 

Definition of 
“public 

interest” 

Grouping of individual or group interests 
through negotiation 

Performance 
objectives 

Concerted improvement in the overall 
well-being of the community 

Dominant 
accountability 

model 
(transparency) 

Undefined, presents the problem of 
dilution of responsibility and a weakening 
of the transparency tendency towards the 

community 

Preferred 
provision 

system 

Collaboration and partnership between 
public and private subjects 

Relevance of 
performance 
measurement 

systems 

High. Final objective should be both 
spreading shared information to improve 

the decision-making process and 
encouraging the accountability of the 
players and transparency towards the 

community 

 

As stated by Schedler and Proeller [3], the 
“legitimization of state action” is vested in the citizens 
and is subdivided into three different levels: basic 
(exercise of democratic rights), institutional (perception 
of correct organization and competencies in the public 

The Trust – Satisfaction Link 

The theoretical framework is completed by one last 
important detail: the trust – satisfaction link. The idea 
that more trust and satisfaction could lead to better 
governance has persuaded a growing number of States 
to shift from a pure efficiency orientation to a more 
customer-centered one, leading to the development, in 
the United States, in Europe and more recently in Italy, 
of a new approach to customer satisfaction standards 
for the Public Administrations and their services.  

Although the link between citizen trust in government 
and citizen satisfaction with services delivered by the 
government has not been proven, this relationship has 
been the object of recent debate in literature [27, 28] and 
widely accepted by politicians as well as public 
managers.  

 
 

administration), and individual (subjective perception 
of services delivered). But only a citizen engaged in a 
direct transaction process with a public institution 
becomes a customer of the public institution. And, 
consequently, individual legitimization is strongly 
related to the quality of the service provided and to the 
citizen/customer’s subjective appraisal of the service. 
This statement leads us to another fundamental link: 
performance – trust link or, more explanatory, the 
upward spiral of “high trust – more resources – 
excellent perceived government performance – higher 
trust” [29, 30].  

The idea is that the adoption of a performance 
measurement system can improve citizen trust in 
government in two ways: directly, through citizen 
participation in the process of evaluating government 
activities, or indirectly, by improving citizens’ 
perceptions of government performance [30]. 
Nevertheless, this entrepreneurial turning point in 
public management has not seen the expected 
improvement in the level of citizen satisfaction and 
trust in the institutions. This issue is of particular 
interest for this paper because the link between citizen 
trust and user satisfaction is often considered the key 
element of the problem. As Bouckaert and Van de 
Walle [27] point out, the hypothesis that more trust and 
more satisfaction will equal better governance, reflects 
very mechanistic reasoning: increasing the quality of 
governance will increase satisfaction and trust and, 
therefore, trust and satisfaction indicators can be used 
as proxies for good governance. 

Adopting such a mechanistic connection between trust, 
satisfaction and good governance is however deceptive. 
It is difficult to extend the concept of satisfaction with a 
specific service to all the services offered to the public. 
In the private dimension it originated in, the 
measurement of client satisfaction has always been tied 
to the evaluation of single services in an effort to 
improve the service offered, maintain the client 
relationship (relational marketing) and be profitable in 
the middle-to-long term (life-time value). A 
relationship based on the assumption that maximizing 
the profitability of one’s clients, seen as single, 
substantially independent units, actually gauges the 
correct management of company affairs [31, 32]. 

However, this relationship cannot be applied to the 
public sector as is. In fact, though apparently free of 
excessive problems, its extension to public services 
presents various threats due to both their specific 
characteristics and value, which is not merely 
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individual but often collective, and the need to evaluate 
the good governance of an administration based not 
only on a single service but on the whole of the services 
offered to the public.  

In the public sector, satisfaction proves an ambiguous 
concept that is difficult to measure, strongly defined by 
the characteristics of the specific services, which loses 
part of its meaningfulness if measured on an aggregate 
level. In the absence of shared measurement models 
and practices, particular attention should be given 
when identifying variables and indicators to use for 
measurement, as well as when collecting and 
interpreting information [27].  

Finally, it is worth underlining how the expectations 
and perceptions of a certain service’s performance 
originate not only from the citizen’s direct and personal 
experiences, but are also influenced by the social 
interactions between users and other user and non-user 
citizens. 

Some studies highlight three limits to performance 
measurement as an effective tool that can facilitate 
gaining citizen trust in government action. On the one 
hand, current performance measurement has mostly 
focused on the efficiency and effectiveness of 
managerial operations or program outcomes, and tends 
to neglect political responsiveness and social equity. 
Performance indicators are usually designed based on 
professional expertise without citizen input, and avoid 
controlling external factors [30]. On the other hand, 
citizens’ trust in the government could depend not only 
on outcomes, but also on processes. There are some 
specific governmental processes, or rather aspects of 
governmental processes, which matter a great deal in 
citizens’ daily lives [33]: fairness, equity, respect, 
honesty. According to this point of view, another 
important element that could impact the citizens’ 
ultimate perceptions of the public sector is how they 
are treated by civil servants. Finally, people tend to 
complain about the services and public servants, but 
often these complaints are not reflected in the 
customer/user satisfaction surveys or the number of 
official complaints received by the administration [27].  

Citizens evaluate specific and concrete services in a 
more positive way than they do the government in 
general or general concepts such as public 
administration. The general image of bureaucracy does 
not correspond to the evaluation citizens give of their 
own experience with public services (“bureaucratic 
encounters”) [34]. Moreover, negative content arises 
when citizens are asked to give an opinion and, due to 

the concept’s high level of abstraction (public 
administration) or a lack of personal experience (in this 
case in the use of public services), they form an answer 
that is plausible because it is compatible with the 
general symbolic content and their own general 
attitude towards government [34]. 

To conclude this brief excursus on the age-old themes 
of Key Performance Indicators and the uncertain 
relationship between satisfaction, performance 
indicators and trust, it is opportune to underline how 
communication between the government and the 
governed, between the public manager and the user, 
plays an important role in everything that has been 
written thus far. Ideally, performance measurement is a 
social-learning process involving the evaluators and 
the evaluated. Participation, interaction, and 
communication are essential characteristics of such a 
process [30]. 

The Public Management Reform: From 
Theory to Practice 

Over the past two decades, the modernization of public 
administration has developed similar reform efforts 
that are strongly related to the principles of efficiency 
and effectiveness promoted by the NPM approach and, 
more recently, good governance. Decentralized 
management environments have increasingly replaced 
highly centralized and hierarchical organizational 
structures, and the competencies and decisions 
regarding resource allocation and service delivery have 
shifted towards the point of delivery to the citizenry 
[35].  

In any case, national specificities and different 
administrative cultures and traditions make public 
administrations a unique, path-dependent product of 
history and local traditions, leading to diverging 
reform paths and implementations [35, 36, 37]. This is 
because, according to Schedler and Proeller [3], public 
administration is embedded in a political, social and 
economic environment and is part of society as a whole 
and not merely of the political system. Moreover, as 
Berry stated [38], in an environment that rewards 
flexible, adaptive managers and organizations, 
participation in professional networks which promote 
exchange of innovative ideas and practices takes on 
more importance. 

The academic discussion on public management 
reform implementation has highlighted different 
assumptions underlying the difficulties pointed out 
and the differences found in each country. From our 
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point of view, two interpretations to the relationship 
between culture and reform and to the use of 
performance measurements in public organizations are 
of particular interest.  

The first interpretation asserts that culture and public 
management reforms are closely linked and that 
bureaucracy has an obvious cultural component [36, 39]. 
If we agree to define culture as a mental product 
underlying values, benefits, and principles, resulting in 
shared understandings with some legitimizing function, 
we can also consider culture systems products of 
actions on the one hand, and conditioning elements for 
future action on the other. According to Bouckaert [39], 
there are a macro, a meso, and a micro approaches to 
culture in reforms in general and public sector reforms 
in particular. Macro culture refers to very fundamental 
elements and mechanisms that constitute societies, 
meso culture refers to administrations and 
professionals, micro culture refers to the culture of an 
organization, and nano culture refers to offices within 
organizations, specific job clusters, or grass-root field 
workers. This makes it possible to have combinations of 
cultures, which can be harmonious or conflicting. 

Schedler and Proeller [3] consistently stated that the 
value systems that exist in a society are introduced into 
the administration and into its decisions and actions by 
the civil servants. Even though the officials’ conduct 
remains within the framework of the law in accordance 
with the principle of legality, there is still latitude for 
discretion, action and conception, enabling personal 
value systems to enter the administrative process. 
According to these authors [3], on the one hand, there 
are elements of an organization which can be formally 
changed and influenced and in which change can be 
achieved by influencing formal elements such as 
strategy, structure, and organizational capacity; on the 
other, there are informal processes and interaction, 
related to culture, which are informally structured and 
cannot be directly affected by deliberate intervention, 
but can change along with the environment. 

The second interpretation highlights the factors that 
can affect the use of performance measurement. Even 
when organizations develop performance measures, 
the biggest challenge is to get them used. In particular, 
Julnes and Holzer [40] argued that, even if performance 
measurement is intended as a means of making more 
informed decisions, developing and using performance 
measures often involves fundamental changes that may 
be threatening in an organization, regardless of their 
potential value in a particular context.  

The use of performance measurement information 
occurs in two stages: adoption and implementation. 
The first regards the development of measures of 
outputs, outcomes and efficiency, and the latter refers 
to the actual use of performance measures for strategic 
planning, resource allocation, program management, 
elected officials, evaluation, and reporting to internal 
management, elected officials, citizens or the media [40]. 
There are several factors that can affect the use of 
performance measurement; they can stem from both a 
rational/technocratic framework, like resources, 
information, goal orientation and external 
requirements, and from a political/cultural framework, 
like internal interest groups, external interest groups 
and unions, and risk-taking attitudes [40].  

Likewise, Behn [41] identified five explanations of why 
performance management “lives more in rhetoric than 
in reality”: the first four, similar to those outlined by 
Julnes and Holzer [40], are practical, political, 
managerial, and psychological (“if my organization 
starts measuring performance, what might happen?”), 
the last one is also psychological and regards the 
mental reorientation that performance management 
requires of so many people.  

Conclusions 

The aforesaid literature review highlights the 
advisability to distinguish between the formulation by 
laws of the administrative reform and its 
implementation in the day-by-day routine both from a 
theoretical and managerial point of view.  

Even if the idea that the adoption of a citizen-centered 
approach, and of performance measurement indicators 
in the strategic planning processes is nowadays shared 
by scholars and politicians in Western Countries, there 
are still some sluggishness in real implementation of 
the administrative reform. 

As suggested in the previous pages it seems to be a 
close relationship between the difficulties in enforcing 
the new models of Public Management, and cultural 
factors. Thus the reform stated by law too often remains 
mainly a political intention instead of a pervasive 
administrative reform. 

Those conclusions could be used as working 
hypotheses for future analyses. Further research is 
clearly needed in order to substantially prove the 
liaison between an effective administrative reform and 
the culture systems of the civil servants. This is at 
theoretical level, as well as at empirical one.  
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